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Honorable Jerry Luke LeBlanc, Chairman
Performance Review Subcommittee of the
  Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget
  and Members of the Subcommittee
P.O. Box 44294
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Re:  Exceptional Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program Proposal
by the Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism

Dear Committee Members:

In accordance with Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8), we have completed
our analysis of the material and substantive accuracy of the proposal submitted by the
Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism (CRT) for a reward based on the Exceptional
Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program.  CRT’s proposal requests $5,000 for
supplemental compensation for one employee.  This request is based on the exceptional
performance of a CRT programmer in fiscal year 2001-2002, who created a Web-based database
used to promote Louisiana tourism.

Attachment 1 to this letter provides the results of our verification and analysis of the
proposal (Attachment 2).  In summary, our verification and analysis found that all information
and data contained in the proposal are materially and substantively accurate, except for the
following:

•  It appears that CRT understated the number of jobs created by the tourism
industry in 2001.

•  CRT could not demonstrate that travel writers are thrilled with the new Imagebase
database.

•  CRT could not provide evidence that images from the Imagebase database have
appeared in most leading travel publications.

•  CRT could not prove that its Imagebase database has shown any cost savings.
CRT could only provide estimates of cost that could not be verified.
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•  The objective for fiscal year 2001 is misstated.  The year included in the objective
should be fiscal year 2001 instead of fiscal year 2002.

•  The value reported in the proposal for two of the three performance indicators in
fiscal years 2001 and 2002 do not match the values in the source documentation
provided by CRT.  It is unclear what the correct values are.  These indicators are
Direct visitor spending and State travel and tourism related taxes collected.

•  CRT did not provide adequate source documentation for the performance
indicator Total number of visitors to Louisiana.  Therefore, it is unclear how
many visitors actually visited the state in fiscal year 2001 and 2002.

•  The proposal states that the Imagebase was being tested during fiscal year 2001
and not commonly available to the public.  However, CRT records show that the
Imagebase database was being used significantly prior to fiscal year 2002 and
should therefore be considered to have contributed to the performance of the
agency in fiscal year 2001.

•  CRT was unable to show a correlation between the Imagebase database and an
increase in travel to Louisiana.

I hope this information is useful in your legislative decision-making.

Sincerely,

Grover C. Austin, CPA
First Assistant Legislative Auditor

GCA/dl

Attachments
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Office of Legislative Auditor
Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism
Verification of Proposal Based on the Exceptional Performance
  and Efficiency Incentive Program

Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 39:87.5(D)(8) requires the legislative auditor to verify
the material and substantive accuracy of the information contained in a proposal submitted
pursuant to the Exceptional Performance and Efficiency Incentive Program.  R.S. 39:87.5(D)
provides the types of performance to be achieved to qualify for a reward.  A proposal may be
based on exceptional performance wherein an agency demonstrates that it has consistently met or
exceeded a significant number of the standards for its key and supporting performance indicators
related to a particular activity.

CRT bases its proposal on the exceptional performance of one of its employees from
fiscal years 2001 through 2002, in creating a Web-based image database used to promote travel
to Louisiana.

Proposed Reward Amount

CRT is requesting $5,000 for supplemental compensation for Mr. Greg Wirth, who is the
employee responsible for creating the Web-based image database.

Accuracy of Information in the Proposal

Our verification and analysis found that all of the information and data contained in the
proposal are materially and substantively accurate with the exception of the following discussed
below.

Confusion in the number of jobs created by tourism in 2001.  On page 2 of the proposal,
CRT states that the tourism industry employed tens of thousands of individuals in 2001.  A study
done by the Travel Industry of America (TIA) shows that visitor spending in fiscal year 2001
generated over 110,000 jobs in Louisiana.

CRT cannot demonstrate travel writer “thrill.”  Page 2 of the proposal states that travel
writers are thrilled with the Imagebase database.  CRT was not able to concretely demonstrate
the “thrill” that the proposal states travel writers have toward the Imagebase database.  They
were able to provide a few e-mails, but they did not convey the same meaning as was stated in
the CRT proposal.

CRT could not support that pictures have appeared in most leading travel publications.
Page 2 of the proposal states that pictures from the database have been included in most of the
leading travel magazines.  CRT was able to supply a number of ads showing that Imagebase
pictures have appeared in numerous publications.  However, a CRT official stated that only two
of these publications were considered to be leading travel publications.
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Cost savings of database cannot be substantiated.  Page 2 and 3 of the proposal refer to
the cost savings of the Imagebase database.  However, to prove this statement CRT could only
provide us estimates that could not be verified.  Therefore, because of a lack of sufficient source
documentation, we could not verify that cost savings occurred.

Fiscal year 2001 objective is misstated.  Page 3 of the proposal lists the objective for
fiscal year 2001 as Increase the total number of visitors annually to Louisiana and the direct
impact of those visitors by 3% during FY2001-2002.  However the correct fiscal year is 2000-
2001, rather than 2001-2002.

The three performance indicators do not match their source provided by CRT.  Page 3
of the proposal lists the fiscal year 2001 and 2002 performance indicator values for three
indicators. Two of these indicators, Direct visitor spending and State travel and tourism related
taxes collected, do not match the performance listed in the source documents provided by CRT.
The table below lists the values presented in the proposal and the correct values based on
documentation provided by CRT.

Director Visitor Spending

Fiscal Year Value in
Proposal

Value Based
on Source

Documents*

2001 $7.4 billion $8.7 billion

2002 $9.2 billion $8.1 billion

*Source document is a study conducted by the Travel Industry
of America (TIA).

State Travel and Tourism Related
 Taxes Collected

Fiscal Year Value in
Proposal

Value Based
on Source

Documents*

2001 $371 million $397 million

2002 $382 million $365 million

*Source document is a study conducted by the TIA.

The remaining indicator “Total number of visitors to Louisiana” could not be found in the source
documentation provided by CRT.  In addition, the CRT fiscal year 2001 and 2002 Budget
Request and the LaPAS database differ in the number they present for this indicator.
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Database was used prior to fiscal year 2002.  Page 3 states that the Imagebase database
was in testing and not commonly available to the public in fiscal year 2001 and, as a result, did
not affect the performance indicators.  However, documentation provided by CRT shows that the
Imagebase began getting increased use in early fiscal year 2001.  Therefore, the database should
be considered to have contributed to the performance of the indicators in fiscal year 2001.

Lack of correlation between database and increased travel to Louisiana.  Page 3 of the
proposal tries to connect the use of the Imagebase database to an increase in tourism.  CRT states
that the database has brought about an increased number of travel articles, which has increased
the interest for the state and subsequently increased travel to the state.  However, CRT could
provide no proof to correlate the Imagebase database to an increase in tourism.
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